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tynn M. Bradley, Chemist
Residue Chemistry Branch (TSaT&g)

J. Ellenberger, PH, Team 12

Registration Division (T5-767)
and

Toxicology Branch, HED (75-769)

THRU: Charles L. Trichilo, Chief 7 /@’/T
Residue Chemistry Branch, HED (T5-789) -

Oow Chemical Company has amended its reguest for temporary tolerances

for residues of the insecticide chlorpyrifos [0,0-diethyl-8-(3,5,6tri~ .
chloro-2-pyridyl} phosphorothicate] and 1ts metabolite 3,5,56-trichloro-2-
pyridinel in or on wheat at 0,15 ppm and wheat straw at 1.5 ppm, and a
temporary food additive tolerance of 0.5 ppm for milling and baking
fractions of wheat {except flour).

Our objactisons to the establishment of these tolerances and petitioner's
reply are listed below.

Deficiency 1 (conclusion 3a}. The proposed temporary tolerance for wheat

grain is not adeguate. In order to determine an apsropriate temporary
tolerance level, we will require additional residue data reflecting the

maximum prﬂuosed use {1 application of 6.5 1b a.i./A followed by a second

at 1 1b a.i./A and a 14 day PHI).

patitioner’s reply: Dow now proposes a label restriction not to apply

more than 0.5 1D a.i./A closer than 14 days before harvest nor 1,0 1b z.i./A

closer than 42 days before harvest. Hith this Tabel restriction, they
are proposing a tolerance of 1 ppm on wheat,

Conclusion: The resfdue data reviewed previously (L. Bradley, 1/15/381)
indicate maximum residues of 0.8 ppm (0.55 ppm parent plus 0.25 pom TCP)

from 3 applications of 0.5 1b a.i./AR. A1l residue data reflected the

same use pattern, which was 14 days between applications of 0.5 1b a.i./A,

3 applications and a 14 day PHI. Given the knoun short half Tife of
chlorpyrifos, application of 1.0 1b at 42 days PHI is expected to produce
lower residue levels that 2 applications of 0.5 1b at PHI's of 42 and 28
days. Thus the residuss from the currently propesed use are reasonably
expected not to exceed those from the submitted residue data.

However, the wording of the proposed label makes no mention of a PHI when
applying rates lower than 9,5 1b/A, The Tabel should be revised

to read "do not apply closer than 14 days before harvest and do not
apply atnrates higher than 1 pint per acre closer than 42 days before
harvest.

Deficiency #2 {conclusion 3b). The proposed temporary tolerance Tor wheat

straw 15 not adequate. Additional residue data (see conclusion 3a) will
be requirad.
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ppm}, wheat graln (507 of the diet at 1.0 ppm), wheat bran (25% of the

diet at 3.0 ppam) and wheat straw {10% of the diet at 3.0 ppm). From any
1ikely combination of feed items, we would not expect the level inm livastock
diets to exceed 1 ppm. The existing meat and milk toleraaces ars adequate
to cover secondary residues resulting from this Tevel of residues iun the
diet.

Passib?e poultry feed items are beans (15% at 0.05 ppm), corn grain (70%
at 0.1 ppm), wheat grain (70% at 1.0 ppm) and wheat bran (10% at 3.0 ppm).
Thus, smaximwa levels ia poultry diets could approach 1 ppm. According to
the available poultry feeding study, no detectable residues {<0.01 ppm)
were found in 2ggs at dietary levels of up to 10 ppa. Hhile no residues
(<0.01 ppm) were detected in powltry tissues at 0.3 ppm in the diet, 1
ppia in the diet gave residue levels of 0.1 ppm in poultry tissues,

Thus, the existing tolerance of 0.01 ppm for the meat, fat and meat
by-products of poultry (excluding turkeys) is aot adequate to cover
residues likely to result from this usa. A temporary tolerance level nf
0.1 ppa for the meat, fat and meat Dyproducts of poultry will be required.

According to PPE3F1306 (F. D, K. Gee, 3/1/73), maximum residue levels in
turkey tissues from the registered pen trsaiments were expected to be

(.17 ppm, for wnich the existing tolerance level of 0.2 ppa was astablished,
This level is obviously not sufficient to include residues expected from
the additional feed uses, as wheat grain alone may comprise 70% of the

diat of turkeys. A temporary tolerance of 4.3 ppm for the meat, fat and
seat by-products of turkeys will be requiraed,

CORCLUSIONS AND RECOMMEMDAT IOHS

1. Provided the label restrictions for sheat grailn and straw are
revised to read "do aot apply closer than 14 days before harvest, and do
not apply at rates higher than 1 pint per acre closer than 42 days before
harvest,” we conclude that the revised proposed tolerances of 1.0 ppm
for wheat grain, 3.0 ppm for wheat straw and 3.0 ppa for ailling and
baking fractions (except flour) of wheat are adegquate to cover residues
likely to result form the proposed use. A revised Section B should be
submitted.

2. The existing tolerances for eggs, ailk and the meat, fat and @eat byo
products of goats, hogs, horses and sheep, as w#ell as the existing
tolerance for the meat, fat and meat by-products of cattle are adequate

to cover residues likely to result from the proposed use,

3. The existing tolerance for the meat, Tat and meat by-products of
poultry {excluding turkey) is not adequate. A temporary tolerance of 0.1
ppa will be required, A revised Section F should be submitted.

: The existing tolerance for the meat, fat and meat by-products of turkey
{s not adequate to cover residues likely to result from the combination

of pen treatments and dietary residues. A temporary tolerance of 0,3 ppm .
will be required. A revised Section F should be submitted.

We recommend against the astablishment of the proposed tolerance for the
reasons given in Conclusions 1, 3 and 4,
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